This study examined children's evaluative stereotypes of masculine, feminine , and androgynous first names. Attractive and unattractive masculine, feminine, and androgynous first names were presented to 50 primary school children. The gender-typed names were attributed to the appropriate sex; the androgynous names were repeated and attributed to both sexes. Participants were required to evaluate the names using a series of 20 bipolar adjectives that were later summed to give an overall evaluation score. Results showed that evaluations we re significantly influenced by the gender typing of the names and the sex of the participants but not by the attractiveness of the name. The results are discussed in terms of existing research and theory.
This study examined children's evaluative stereotypes of masculine, feminine , and androgynous first names. Attractive and unattractive masculine, feminine, and androgynous first names were presented to 50 primary school children. The gender-typed names were attributed to the appropriate sex; the androgynous names were repeated and attributed to both sexes. Participants were required to evaluate the names using a series of 20 bipolar adjectives that were later summed to give an overall evaluation score. Results showed that evaluations we re significantly influenced by the gender typing of the names and the sex of the participants but not by the attractiveness of the name. The results are discussed in terms of existing research and theory. Name stereotypes were once famously described as the neglected social variable (Albott & Bruning, 1970) , though there is now a substantial literature on the stereotypes associated with given names (for reviews, see Erwin, 1995; Lawson, 1984) . Common, more familiar names do generally appear to be more positively evaluated (Busse & Seraydarian , 1978; Colman , Hargreaves, & Sluckin , 1981) , and people with unusual and less attractive names are more likely to change their name or use a nickname or some alternate form of address (Broom , Beem, & Harris, 1955; Joubert, 1985b) . The attractiveness of popular names has been explained in terms of a 'mere exposure' effect (Zajonc, 1968) , though variations in the popularity of first names may be due to a preferencefeedback mechanism (Hargreaves, Colman, 8, Sluckin, 1983) . The preference-feedback hypothesis argues that overexposure to a popular name may lead to a decline in its popularity and hence the popularity of first names may be cyclical. Consequently, the popularity of a first name within a culture does change over time (Wright, 1954) and people of different ages within a culture may evaluate the same names quite differently (Busse & Helfrich, 1975) .
It has been argued that the stereotypes associated with given names are relatively stable, have different evaluative consequences for the individual, result in differential expectations and treatment of the individual, and are consequentially reflected in psychological and behavioral differences associated with the stereotypic evaluation (Erwin, 1995) . As Erwin (1995) notes, the impact of given names on a number of aspects of social and cognitive functioning is well documented, though not always totally consistent or beyond methodological criticism.
Research has noted name stereotype effects on aspects of personality (e.g., Leirer, Hamilton, & Carpenter, 1982) , personal adjustment and psychopathology (Hartman, Nicolay, & Hurley, 1968) , perceptions of physical attractiveness (Hensley & Spencer, 1985) , social success and popularity (McDavid & Harari, 1966) , self-concept and self-esteem (Garwood , 1976; Strumpfer, 1978) , IQ and academic achievement (Seraydarian & Busse, 1981) , evaluations of academic work and performance (Erwin & Calev, 1984; Garwood, 1976; Joubert, 1983) . and the tendency to drop out of college (Savage & Wells, 1948) .
Despite the large amount of evidence attesting to the benefits of a popular, attractive given name, it is important to bear in mind that in some circumstances the holders of more unusual names may be benefited (Zweigenhaft, 1977 (Zweigenhaft, , 1981 . For example, the evaluation of a name may depend on class, race , or sex. Perhaps, for better or for worse, individuals with more distinctive names may be more noticeable and memorable. One interesting study found that unusual first names were associated with achievement in male psychologists (Sadowski, Wheeler, & Cash , 1983 )! Within the broad pattern of more popular names generally being more positively evaluated, there does appear to be a sex difference in name preferences: Male common names tend to be rated more positively than female common names while female uncommon names are more positively rated than uncommon male names (West & Shults, 1976) . Perhaps reflecting this, men are more likely than women to be named after their same-sex-parent (Joubert, 1985b) and males prefer more common and dated names whereas females prefer relatively less frequent and more unusual names (Gladding & Farrar, 1982; Joubert, 1985a) . The desirability of given names also correlates with their ratings of masculinity or femininity; more desirable names are generally more strongly gender stereotyped (Garwood, Baer, Levine, Carroll , & O'Neal, 1981) .
A great deal of research has examined name stereotypes, in children (Erwin, 1995) . However, there is little research examining the implications of androgynous names, despite their current popularity. To address this situation , this study examines children 's evaluative name stereotypes associated with masculine, feminine, and androgynous names when attributed to both boys and girls. Given the sex schism frequently noted in children's peer relationships during middle childhood (Erwin, 1993) , the sex of participants will also be taken into consideration to examine the possibility of a simple sex prejudice in name preferences.
It is hypothesized that boys and girls will differ in their evaluations of names, that there will be differences in the evaluations of names based on their gender associations, and that attractive names will have more positive general evaluations than unattractive names.
Method

Design
This study used 50 children in a 2 x 4 x 2 split-plot design . The betweenparticipants factor was sex of participant. The first within-participants factor was name gender: masculine (M), feminine (F), androgynous indicated as male (AM), and androgynous indicated as female (AF). The second within-participants factor was name attractiveness (attractive or unattractive). Thus there were eight stimulus names. The stimuli were randomly ordered for each participant. Each of the eight stimulus names was evaluated using a series of 20 bipolar traits.
Participants
Participants were 50 children (25 boys and 25 ~Jirls) , aged 8 to 10 years old who were randomly selected by their teachers from three classes at a local primary school. Parental, school , and the individual child's consent for participation were obtained. The mean age for girls was 8.8 years (SO = .82 years); the mean age for boys was 9.0 years (SO = .82). None had any educational difficulties or special educational needs.
Materials
To obtain an initial set of stimulus names a tutorial group of undergraduates were asked to write three lists of names . The first list comprised names normally given only to boys, thH second list comprised names that would normally be given only to ~~irls, and the third list consisted of names that were commonly given to both sexes. From these initial lists of names an initial set of 54 stimulus names was produced (18 masculine, 18 feminine , and 18 androgynous used by both boys and girls). No name on the list had featured in more than one category during the name elicitation procedure . The initial list of stimulus names was then rated for attractiveness by a set of 20 children of the same age range as those in the main study. None of these children participated in the subsequent study. Those names in each category with the consistently highest and lowest scores were selected as stimuli. The selected boys names were Ben (attractive) and Trevor (unattractive) ; the selected girls names were Sophie (attractive) and Penelope (unattractive); the selected androgynous names were Jordan (attractive) and Brook (unattractive) .
A nine-page questionnaire booklet was compiled. The first page cons isted of instructions for completing the questionnaire. Each subsequent page consisted of an initial statement framing one of the eight stimulus names, the androgynous names being repeated, once ascribed to a boy and once to a girl. The names were then followed by a standard list of 20 bipolar adjectives. The names were presented in random order. The statement indicated that the name referred to either a boy or a girl and contained either an attractive or unattractive male, female, or androgynous name. An example of this statement is: "A girl called Sophie is starting in your class. What do you think she will be like?" The bipolar adjectives included items such as happy-sad, interesting-boring, polite-impolite.
Procedure
Participants were tested in groups of five. No records were taken of the identity of individual participants. They were encouraged to think of the task as interesting and fun and to ask the researcher if they were unsure of what was required of them or if they did not understand the nature of the task or any of the adjectives. Participants then individually worked their way systematically through the test booklet. There was no time limit. When participants had completed the task they were returned to their classroom and resumed normal lessons.
Results
The list of 20 bipolar traits was initially subjected to item analysis by means of Cronbach's coefficient alpha. An overall coefficient of .93, with no individual item below .92, was taken to indicate considerable degree of concordance amongst the items. The items were summed to provide an overall measure of the evaluative impact of the name on the participants. Subsequent analyses were based on these summated scores. The means scores for the three conditions are shown in Table 1 . The main analysis consisted of a 2 x 2 x 4 split-plot ANOVA, with repeated measures on the final two factors. Two significant effects were found. The first was for name gender: F(3, 144) = 4.46 , P = .005; partial eta 2 = .09; power (at alpha = .05) = .87. F names were most positively evaluated (M = 11 .3) followed by the AF name (M = 10.29), and the AM name (M = 10.05). M names were least positively evaluated (M = 8.76).
Males Females
The name gender effect was subsumed by a two-way interaction between name gender and sex of participant: F(3, 144) = 7.6, P < .001; partial eta 2 = .14; power (at alpha = .05) = .99. Within this interaction, female participants repeated the pattern of the main effect, but with higher scores: F names were most positively evaluated (M = 13.68) followed by the AF name indicated as belonging to a girl (M = 12.82), the AM name (M = 10.18), and M names (M = 8.82). To explore these differences further, a series of paired sample t tests were conducted. Girls' evaluations of F and AF names did not differ significantly, t(24) = .791, ns, neither did their evaluations of M and AM names, t(24) = -1.774 , ns. However, F names were evaluated significantly more positively than either M or AM names, t(24) = 4.296, P < .001, and t(24) = 2.828, P = .009, respectively. Though less marked, AF names were also evaluated significantly more positively than either M or AM names, t(24) = 3.292, P < .003, and t(24) = 3.935, P = .001, respectively. The general pattern appears to be one of girls having more positive evaluations of girls' names, whether they are stereotypically female or androgynous. In contrast to the above pattern, boys showed no significant differences in their evaluations of the names, whether M, F, AM, or AF.
Discussion
The data analyses revealed a significant main effect for sex of participant and a significant interaction effect betwe,en the sex of participants and name gender. Contrary to expectation, name attractiveness narrowly missed achieving any significant effect on the evaluation scores. As name popularity and attractiveness are closely related, this finding supports the findings of a previous study by Tompkins and Boor (1980) who also found no significant differences in ratings of academic and social attributes due to name popularity.
The main effect for sex was subsumed by a significant interaction effect between participants' sex and gender of stimulus name. For girls, there appears to be a simple sex bias in the eval luation of names: F and AF names were not significantly differently evaluated and both were preferred to boys' names, whether gender typed or androgynous. The extant literature does suggest that females do tend to have and prefer relatively less common names than males and hence it seems reasonable that girls are more likely to prefer female and androgynous names. Indeed, the girls even preferred the male androgynous name to the gender-typed male name. This sex bias in name preferences considerably outweighed any effect of the attractiveness of names. Furthermore, at the age range of the participants in this study there is also commonly a sex prejudice and schism in relationships ; friendship groups tending to be same-sex and opposite-sex relationships tend to be eschewed (Erwin, 1993) . The extreme sex schism in children's relationships at this age may be reflected in the different patterns of evaluations of names by boys and girls. Girls evaluated even the same androgynous name differently when attributed to boys and girls.
The pattern for boys' evaluations of names is considerably more straightforward . Although there was some evidence of differential
